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STAFF-IMPOSED DEPRIVATIONS EXPERIENCED BY GAY AND 




This paper investigates the relationship between self-reported experience of staff-
imposed deprivations and violence perpetrated against incarcerated gay and bisexual men 
by other incarcerated people. Emerging research in the social sciences suggests that 
deprivations experienced by sexual minorities in prison are associated with negative 
outcomes. The justification for such practices in prison policy, however, is that what 
appears to be unequal treatment of sexual minorities actually serves the purpose of 
protecting them from violence, assumed to be the result of the violent masculinity of 
incarcerated people. To assess these claims, I use the Black & Pink National LGBTQ 
Prisoner Survey to conduct logistic regressions modeling the relationship between odds 
of physical and sexual violence perpetrated by other incarcerated people and staff-
imposed deprivations experienced by gay and bisexual respondents. The results show 
that experiences of staff-imposed deprivations are associated with increased odds of 
violence against gay and bisexual men by other incarcerated people. These findings 
illustrate that homophobic violence is not only related to the characteristics of people 
incarcerated in prisons, but is also related to the behavior of staff and policy- makers who 
structure the lives of incarcerated people. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Regulation  of  sexual  minorities  is  structured  into  prison  life,  both  in  terms  of 
official policy and the way that prison staff use their discretion to enact extra-legal 
deprivations on incarcerated people.  Prison policies block demonstration of queer identity 
and obfuscate that prisons themselves are “queer spaces,” (Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 
2012, 95) for example, through segregating LGBTQ people, bans on sex, queer reading 
materials, and other forms of visible queer identity (McNamara 2014;  Buist  and  Lenning  
2016).   And,  even  when  there  are  not  official  policies in place, prison staff often use 
heteronormative assumptions about safety and the proper running of a prison when it comes 
to topics related to sexuality (Borchert 2016; Arford 2013, 211-212).  Criminological 
explanations building on Foucault’s (1995) conceptualization of the prison as a site for 
normalization suggest that the state and its criminal justice institutions impose 
heteronormative policies that lay the groundwork for discrimination and violence against 
LGBTQ people by the general public (Buist and Stone 2014;  Gledhill 2014),  signaling a 
need for a critical examination of deprivations that disproportionately affect queer people. 
Prison  officials  propose  a  pragmatic  explanation  for  deprivations  imposed  by 
staff that disproportionately affect sexual minorities:  Deprivations that target sexual 
minorities are often necessary to ensure protection of LGBTQ people from the violence to 
which they would undoubtedly be victim if they were visibly queer, due to what they 
perceive as rampant homophobia and transphobia in the prison population  (Buist  and  
Lenning  2016;  Borchert  2016;  McNamara  2014;  Karle  1980; Sumner and Jenness 
2014). Research shows that violent victimization is common for incarcerated gay and 
bisexual men (Meyer, Flores, Stemple, Romero, Wilson,  and  Herman  2017;  Beck  2015),  
but  also  documents  some  cases  where queerness  is  respected  in  prison  (Kunzel  2008;  
Jenness  and  Fenstermaker  2014; Fleisher and Krienert 2009, 66), suggesting the need to 
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consider what factors beyond  prisoners’  identity  characteristics  contribute  to  violence  
against  sexual  minorities in prison. Understanding the contexts of violence against sexual 
minorities requires looking at differences within LGBTQ samples, in addition to the more 
common comparisons between heterosexuals and sexual minorities. Research has yet to 
evaluate the relationship between staff-imposed deprivations and violence against gay and 
bisexual men perpetrated by other incarcerated people. 
This research moves the literature on sexuality and prison violence forward by using 
treatment by prison staff, rather than identity characteristics of incarcerated people,  as  the  
key  predictors  of  homophobic  violence.   Specifically,  I  conduct  logistic regression 
analyses modeling the relationship between self-reported physical and sexual violence 
perpetrated  by  another  incarcerated  person  against gay  and  bisexual  men, and 
experiences of  deprivations  employed  by  staff,  using  the  Black  &  Pink  National 
LGBTQ Prisoner Survey, the only national survey where respondents are asked about 
experiences with various forms of discriminatory treatment by prison staff. 
These  findings  add  to  the  literature  on  disparate  effects  for  sexual  minorities in 
the criminal justice system.  Studying the factors related to violence other than sexual 
identity itself, and the homophobic masculinity of other incarcerated people implied by 
prior research, is a first step toward identifying the social context and causes of violence 
against gays and bisexuals in prison.   This investigation therefore has the potential to 
inform policy approaches, because deprivation of gays and bisexuals in prisons is often 
justified as for the protection of sexual minorities, despite  that  there  is  no  evidence  to  
suggest  that  certain  deprivations  have  such  an effect. Some deprivations do, however, 
have negative effects in other cases, such as exacerbation of mental health issues, increased 
time in prison, and prevention of re- entry preparation (Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; 
McNamara 2014; Buist and Lenning 2016), lending urgency to an assessment of claims 
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that some staff-imposed deprivations of incarcerated sexual minorities are related to 
violence-reduction. 
PRISONS AND DEPRIVATION OF SEXUALITY 
Emerging research has begun to examine the negative consequences of criminal justice 
policy for sexual and gender minorities.  Incarcerated people are disproportionately  
LGBTQ at  a  percentage that  the  Centers  for  American  Progress and the Movement 
Advancement Projects (2016, 3) estimates to be about double that of the population of 
LGBT people outside of prison. One reason for this disparity is the direct heteronormativity 
involved in laws, resulting in a greater criminalization of queer people, particularly those 
who are low-income or non-white (Buist and Lenning 2016; Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 
2012).  Dewey and St.  Germain (2015), for example, outline the way that until very 
recently, Crimes Against Nature  laws  in  New  Orleans  resulted  in  harsher  punishments,  
including  mandatory sex offender registration, for prostitutes who engaged in oral or anal 
sex compared to those who engaged in vaginal sex.  Disproportionate numbers of LGBTQ 
people in prisons and jails also result indirectly from widespread homophobia that leads 
LGBTQ people to engage in more criminalized activity in places that are more visible to 
law enforcement. Buist and Lenning (2016, 92) point to “young people being kicked out of 
their homes, schools, being fired from their jobs, evicted by their land- lords, denied health 
care, and so on” as examples of the ways that LGBTQ people may be disproportionately 
incarcerated. 
Once  in  prison,  LGBTQ  people  face  a  range  of  discriminatory  practices,  often 
justified  officially  as  being  for  “safety  and  security”  (Sumner  and  Jenness  2014; 
Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Borchert 2016; Karle 1980; McNamara 2014), that  
seek  to  enforce  heteronormativity.   This  includes  restrictions  on  sexual  and romantic 
activity, inadequate healthcare, placement in solitary confinement, often for protection, 
restrictions on queer-themed reading materials, and restrictions on who can visit (Mogul, 
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Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Buist and Lenning 2016; McNamara 2014; Borchert 2016). 
Often these deprivations seem more like punishments, rather than improvements in 
conditions for incarcerated people, given the collateral effects to such practices and the cases 
where such practices have the exact opposite  effects.   Jenness  (2015),  for  example,  has  
shown that trans women’s perception of their femininity tends to increase amidst prison 
practices that attempt to downplay their gender, often around the rationale that a 
degendering of women in men’s prisons is necessary for the safety of incarcerated people.   
To  date,  however,  the  consequences  of  deprivations  for  violence  against incarcerated 
gay and bisexual men haven’t been examined. 
PREDICTING AND PREVENTING VIOLENCE AGAINST INCARCERATED GAY 
AND BISEXUAL MEN 
Sexual minorities are subject to high rates of violence in prison.  Through analyses of 
the 2011-2012 National Inmate Survey, Meyer and colleagues (2017, 238) found that  gay  
and  bisexual  men  were  eighteen  times  more  likely  to  self-report  assault by  other  
incarcerated  people  than  straight  men.   Such  violence  comes  from  several sources:  
much is assumed to be due to homophobia against sexual minorities or  a  desire  to  
demonstrate  hegemonic  masculinity  through  domination  (Fleisher and Krienert 2009; 
Messerschmidt 2001).  Recent research on transgender women in  men’s  prisons  also  
suggests  that  sexual  relationships  are related to higher odds of violence, including through 
intimate partner violence (Jenness, Sexton, and Sumner 2019).  In light of these disparities, 
prison staff often justify deprivations that disproportionately affect queer people, for 
example, through bans on consensual sex, as an effort to reduce homophobic and/or 
relationship violence (Buist and Lenning 2016; Borchert 2016; McNamara 2014; Karle 
1980; Sumner and Jenness 2014). 
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This leads to the first hypothesis: respondents who report that other incarcerated 
people know their sexuality will experience higher odds of physical and sexual violence by 
other incarcerated people compared to those who report that others don’t know their 
sexuality, and those who are engaged in sexual or romantic relationships with other 
incarcerated people will experience even higher odds of physical and sexual violence. 
It’s recognized that LGBTQ people face disproportionate violence in prison compared 
to heterosexuals, and there have been measures implemented to address it, but there aren’t 
explanations for why and in what contexts gays and bisexuals are more or less likely to 
experience violence.  Likely due to the relatively new interest in understanding violence 
against LGBTQ people in prison, demonstrated by the 2003 Prison  Rape  Elimination  Act  
(PREA)  data  collection  requirements  on  prison  sexual violence,  researchers are still 
identifying the scope of the problem (Buist and Lenning  2016,  107).   The  result  is  that  
many  analyses  focus  on  sexual  minority identification or behavior itself as a predictor 
of violence against sexual minorities. Explanations for why, and in what contexts, gay and 
bisexual people are victimized in prison are underdeveloped, though Jenness and 
colleagues (2019) have started to contextualize  violence against incarcerated trans women 
in California.  The literature on violence more generally is useful starting point for a study 
of the contexts in which incarcerated gay and bisexual people are victimized. 
Prison violence is patterned by demographic characteristics like race and age. Whites  
in  prison  are  at  greater  likelihood  of  physical  violence  victimization  than blacks 
(Wooldredge and Steiner 2012).  Sexual assault in prison is more likely to occur against 
younger as compared to older people (Felson, Cundiff, and Painter- Davis 2012), and 
assault is also more likely to occur in prisons with high proportions of young people (Lahm 
2008). Regional differences in violence against incarcerated gays and bisexuals may mirror 
the trend found by the Pew Research Center (2013) of lower perceptions of support for 
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LGB people in the south than in other regions. There may also be differences by security 
level, as minimum security, dorm- style prisons might have different levels of privacy, staff 
scrutiny, and expectations of violence than single-cell maximum security prisons;  research 
by McCorkle (1995,325)  found  that  medium  and  maximum-security  prisons  had  more  
violence  than minimum-security prisons.  Additionally, the amount of time served in 
prison may be a significant predictor of violence for gay and bisexual respondents in that 
longer time served in prison might be related to greater odds of violence, as it is for trans 
women in California (Jenness, Sexton, and Sumner 2019). 
Research suggests drug use while in prison and mental illness are both related to 
violent victimization (Blitz, Wolff, and Shi 2008; Fleisher and Krienert 2009,106). Meyer 
et al. (2017, 237) found that incarcerated gay and bisexual men were more likely than 
heterosexuals to have “poor mental health,” so this is another factor that may explain such 
high rates of violent victimization of gay and bisexual people in prison. Additionally, new 
research on trans women in men’s prisons suggests that much of the violence they 
experience can be accounted for by "interpersonal relationships," particularly with 
consensual sexual and romantic partners (Jenness, Sexton, and Sumner 2019).  Exploitative 
relationships that sometimes involved violence were also acknowledged by prison staff and 
officials in Borchert’s (2016) study on consensual sex in prison. 
While the existing literature may help to contextualize violence against incarcerated 
gay and bisexual men, no research has examined the way deprivations employed by staff 
are related to prison violence perpetrated by other incarcerated people against sexual 
minorities.  Understanding this relationship is important, given that violence prevention is 
a common justification given for the deprivations like discipline for sex, segregation, and 
restrictions on queer reading materials, that single out sexual minorities and others 
engaging in non-normative sex (Buist and Lenning 2016; Sumner and Jenness 2014).  
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Justification of these deprivations implies that much prison violence occurs because of a 
hyper-masculine prison culture in which LGBTQ people are targeted due to their gender 
and sexual non-conformity and the hegemonic masculinity (Connell 2005) of the general 
prison population (Michalski  2017).   Taking  this  stance,  one  prison  employee  told  
sociologist  Jay  Wallace Borchert (2016, 607) in his study of bans on consensual prison 
sex that simply being visible as a sexual minority can result in violence:  “they walk into 
the prison for the first time and go ‘Oh, I’ve got to change my M.O. here, I’m going to be 
singled out.’” By employing concerns about the safety of prisoners, staff are able to justify 
their enforcement  of  a  heteronormative  masculinity  in  prisons  that  does  not  allow  
for queerness (Borchert 2016). 
Punishment  for  sex  is  just  one  of  several  deprivations  through  which  LGBTQ 
people are controlled within the prison, at least partially under the rationale that doing so 
is for violence reduction.  Since the 1970s, some jurisdictions within the United States have 
banned the receipt of LGBTQ-themed mail for fear that this mail would “out” the recipient 
and thus subject them to violence (Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Kunzel 2008; Karle 
1980).  To a lesser extent, these practices still exist, with prison staff and officials using 
heteronormative and violence-prevention frames as justification for bans on queer literature 
(McNamara 2014; Arford 2013,211-212). Another example of these deprivations is the 
segregation of LGBTQ prisoners, voluntary and involuntary, often centered around notions 
of safety.  LGBTQ people (and others) have been segregated in “AIDS wards” as recently 
as 2003 (Fleury-Steiner 2008; Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Kunzel 2008, 231), in 
units specifically for LGBTQ prisoners like the K6G unit in California (an outlier, to be 
sure) which Dolovich (2012) suggests is reduces exposure to the violent masculinity typical 
in the general population,  and in solitary confinement as a means of protection from violent 
victimization (Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012, 107).  Importantly, even when official 
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policies that disproportionately target sexual minorities aren’t on the books,  staff 
sometimes take discretionary initiative in imposing or not imposing these deprivations 
(Arford 2013; Borchert 2016), which necessitates a focus on individual staff actions. 
While the implications of deprivations employed by staff toward sexual minorities 
have not been examined in terms of violence against LGBTQ people, there are other 
documented negative consequences of such practices, meaning that this analysis has 
implications for other forms of inequality in prison beyond violence. Deprivations on 
sexuality often result in differential punishment through solitary confinement, which comes 
with prolonged sentences (Borchert 2016; Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012, 97), and 
negative mental health outcomes (Méndez, Papachristou, Ordway, Fettig, and Shalev 2016; 
Shah 2010; Kaba, Lewis, Glowa-Kollisch, Hadler, Lee, Alper, Selling, MacDonald, 
Solimo, Parsons, and Venters 2014; Kupers 2017). Scholars and activists disagree with 
prison officials on the purpose of these deprivations when it comes to violence.  Scholars 
(Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Kunzel 2008; Buist and Lenning 2016) often use the 
social control analysis that deprivations used against sexual minorities are a means of 
control and regimentation of  non-normative  bodies  to  enforce  heteronormativity  and  
perpetuate  inequality, and thus are violent in and of themselves, and prison officials use 
(among others) the  explanation  that  restricting  and  making  less  visible  queerness  
through  these deprivations will reduce violence due to the assumption of the prison 
population’s homophobia (Sumner and Jenness 2014; Borchert 2016; Buist and Lenning 
2016, 97;104). 
FROM DEPRIVATIONS TO PRISON VIOLENCE 
A foundational contribution of sociology to the study of prisons is that prison structure, 
including the behavior of prison staff, matters for the formation of prison culture in addition 
to the individual characteristics of incarcerated people (Clemmer 1940; Fleisher and 
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Krienert 2009).  There is research describing the direct violent victimization  of  gay  and  
bisexual  people  by  prison  staff  (Meyer,  Flores,  Stemple, Romero, Wilson, and Herman 
2017), but the literature on violence against LGBTQ people in prison is still missing an 
empirical analysis of the less obvious relationships between  the staff-imposed  
deprivations  experienced  by  sexual  minorities  and  violence  toward sexual minorities 
perpetrated by other incarcerated people. 
Michalski (2017) affirms the current sociological understanding that hegemonic 
masculinity drives prison violence.  Much research attributes homophobic violence to the 
characteristics of people most likely to be in prison, and the way that conditions of 
imprisonment affect them (Jewkes 2005, 61).  But researchers of prison violence often refer 
to a limited “prison hierarchy of inmates” (Michalski 2017, 56), inviting analyses that 
incorporate factors beyond individual sexual identity characteristics in explanations of 
violence.  One potential explanatory mechanism is the overall structure of the prison 
(Clemmer 1940), including deprivations imposed by staff that target sexual minorities. 
Messerschmidt’s  (2001)  theoretical  explanation  of  “masculinities,  crime,  and 
prison” shows the particular relevance of considerations of prison structure beyond the  
characteristics  of  individual  incarcerated  people  for  questions  about  violence against 
LGBTQ people in prison.  Messerschmidt’s (2014, 2001) framework directs attention 
beyond dominant masculinities – those that merely live in and abide by the standards of 
hegemonic masculinity but who have been the focus of most research on violence against 
incarcerated LGBTQ people – toward dominating masculinities – those masculinities with 
the power to define hegemonic masculinity and who  do  the  structuring  of  the  daily  
lives  of  the  dominant  masculinities  (Messerschmidt 2014, 32-33). 
In  the  prison  context,  we  could  identify  prison  staff  who  have  the  power  to 
impose specific deprivations,  including those that target sexual minorities,  as the 
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“dominating masculinities.” Messerschmidt (2014,  26) suggests that men feel required  to  
follow  the  standards  of  hegemonic  masculinity.   The  general  prison population,  in 
this framework,  would be thought of as dominant – but not dominating – and  thus  
accountable  not  to  any  inherent  masculinity,  homophobia,  or transphobia, but to the 
standards set forth by the dominating masculinities – prison officials and staff – for the 
proper exercise of masculinity. Theories that connect prison structure and hierarchical 
masculinities with violence  motivate  an  analysis  that  moves  beyond  relying  on  
individual-level  characteristics  –  like  sexual  identities  –  as  explanations  for  violence.  
Policy  can  benefit from explanations of what scenarios lead to increased violence 
toward sexual minorities,  particularly given that many policies and practices that claim to 
address violence, such as solitary confinement for protection, are associated with other 
negative outcomes. This article examines the relationships between visibility as a sexual 
minority as well as deprivations employed by prison staff with violence perpetrated by 
other incarcerated people against gays  and  bisexuals  in  men’s  prisons.   In  so  doing, 
the research also provides a test of a popular rationale for the disproportionate deprivations 
imposed on  sexual  minorities  in  prison,  which  is  that  doing  so  protects  incarcerated  
LGBTQ  people  from  violence.   Based  on  the  literature  that  shows  other negative 
consequences of such deprivations, and theory that links prison structure with individual 
incarcerated people’s violent behavior, the second hypothesis is that: staff-imposed  
deprivations reported by  gay  and  bisexual  men  will  be associated with higher odds of 
violence against gay and bisexual men perpetrated by other incarcerated people.   Further,  
staff  deprivations  toward  gay  and  bisexual  men  will  partially  explain the impact of 
having sexuality known by other incarcerated people – currently presumed a dominant 
predictor of victimization – on violence against incarcerated gay and bisexual men. 
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DATA AND METHODS 
To understand the relationship between staff-imposed deprivations and prison 
violence, I analyze the gay and bisexual male subsample of the Black & Pink National 
LGBTQ Prisoner Survey, developed by Black & Pink, an LGBTQ and abolition-focused 
advocacy organization, in  collaboration  with  the Public  Science  Project  at  City  
University  of  New  York  (Lydon,  Carrington,  Low, Miller,  and Yazdy 2015).  The final 
sample of 1,118 incarcerated LGBTQ+ respondents was achieved by mailing the survey 
to 7,000 incarcerated subscribers to the Black & Pink Newspaper in the fall of 2014.  A 
report based on the data collection, Coming out of Concrete Closets:  A Report on Black & 
Pink’s National LGBTQ Prisoner Survey, was published in 2015. 
The Black & Pink National LGBTQ Prisoner Survey is  a  non-representative 
convenience  sample  of  incarcerated  people  whose  experiences might differ significantly 
from those who did not respond.  Key differences between the Black & Pink sample and 
the National Inmate Survey (as analyzed and reported by Meyer and colleagues) are further 
discussed in the limitations section,  and tabulated in Table 4 in the Appendix of this article.  
The low sixteen percent response rate is similar to response rates in other surveys of 
sexuality in prison, such as Hensley and colleagues’ (2005,  672) study on prison sexual 
activity,  with an eighteen percent response rate. 
I conduct logistic regressions (! ""#$% = exp	(𝛽- +	𝛽$	𝜒)) to determine whether 
perceived discrimination by staff, as well as experiences with more specific deprivations 
are related to differences in odds of physical and sexual violence perpetrated by other 
incarcerated people against incarcerated gay and bisexual men. 
The goal is to move beyond comparisons between sexual minorities and heterosexuals, 
and to understand how self-reported experience with deprivations may or may not explain 
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variation in the higher rates of violence against incarcerated gay and bisexual men. The 
relationship between deprivations and victimization are estimated after controlling for 
respondent characteristics more typically shown to predict prison violence, a measure for 
whether other incarcerated people knew a respondent’s sexuality, and two measures for 
interpersonal relationships that might make a respondent more visible as a sexual minority.  
Table 5 in the Appendix shows the variance inflation factors for all of the variables used in 
this analysis. That the variance inflation factors are all under 2.0 suggests that there are no 
issues with multicollinearity; Lewis-Beck and Lewis-Beck (2016, 79) suggest that variance 
inflation factors over 10 suggest multicollinearity. The study sample was  restricted  to  
incarcerated  cisgender  men  –  men  who  identified  as  cisgender, and gay, homosexual, 
bisexual, same-gender loving, queer, or two-spirit – because tests of the Akaike Information 
Criterion for models that included the entire LGBTQ sample showed a worse model fit than 
those that excluded those who were, or may have been, in women’s prisons, such as 
cisgender women and genderqueer individuals.  Further,  there was not enough variation on 
key variables for trans women, such as whether other incarcerated people knew their gender, 
for trans women to be included in these analyses.  
The analyses are presented in five models for each form of violence – physical (Table 
2) and sexual (Table 3).  Physical violence,  the first dichotomous outcome variable in this 
study, is measured using a question asking about self-reported physical violence 
victimization (specifically, “hit, punched, kicked, beaten, etc.”) that was perpetrated “by 
another prisoner.”  Sixty-three percent of gay and bisexual men responding to the survey 
reported a physical assault by another incarcerated person. Sexual violence, the second 
outcome variable in this study, is measured by a question asking if a respondent had “ever 
been sexually assaulted or raped by another prisoner.”  Twenty-nine  percent  of  the  gay  
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and  bisexual  respondents  to  the  Black &  Pink  National  LGBTQ  Prisoner  Survey  
reported  sexual  violence  perpetrated  by another incarcerated person.  
The first model in each analysis presents the odds of self-reported victimization of an 
incarcerated gay or bisexual man by another incarcerated person in relation to respondent 
characteristics and characteristics of the prisons in which they reside. These variables 
include a dichotomous variable for Southern incarceration region, the respondent’s age,  a 
dichotomous variable for a white racial identification,  gay identification (either alone or in 
combination with another sexual identity) location in a maximum or super-maximum 
security prison, a variable for the time served by a respondent in years, and dichotomous 
variables for a respondent’s mental illness diagnosis, and a respondent’s ever having used 
drugs or alcohol while incarcerated. Forty percent of gay and bisexual respondents were 
incarcerated in the South, their mean age was thirty-eight, almost half identified as white, 
just over thirty percent identified  as  gay  (alone  or  in  combination  with  another  sexual  
orientation),  and about  half  were  in  maximum  or  super-maximum  security  prisons.   
On  average, respondents had served 9.5 years in prison, with a standard deviation of 6.7 
years. Close to half reported ever having used drugs or alcohol while incarcerated, and sixty-
six percent reported a mental illness diagnosis, measured by a question asking “have you 
ever been diagnosed with a mental illness?” 
The second model in each analysis presents the odds of self-reported violence against 
gay and bisexual men as it relates to both individual and prison characteristics, and to 
whether a respondent’s sexuality was known by other incarcerated people. Sexuality  
known  by  other  incarcerated  people  is  a  variable  representing whether  a  respondent  
reported  that  other  incarcerated  people  know  their  sexual orientation. Eighty-five 
percent of the gay and bisexual respondents to the Black & Pink survey reported that their 
sexuality was known by other incarcerated people. The findings in this model are those  







T able 1 :  D escrip tive sta tistics o f gay  and b isexual responden ts to  the B lack  &   




V a lid  N        M e a n  
 
 
P h y s ic a l a s sa u lt b y  a n o th e r in c a rc e ra te d  p e rso n                              3 5 2       6 3 %   
S e x u a l a s sa u lt b y  a n o th e r in c a rc e ra te d  p e rso n                            1 6 2       2 9 %  
S o u th e rn  in c a rc e ra tio n  re g io n                                                          2 2 3       4 0 %   
A g e                                                                                                   5 4 7        3 8  
W h ite                                                                                           2 6 7       4 8 %  
G a y - id e n tif ie d                                                                                1 7 6       3 1 %  
M a x im u m  a n d  S u p e r-m a x im u m  se c u r ity                                          2 8 2       5 1 %   
T im e  se rv e d  (y e a rs )                                                                          5 5 8        1 0  
D ru g  u se  w h ile  in c a rc e ra te d  e v e r                                                       2 5 7       4 7 %  
M e n ta l i l ln e s s  d ia g n o s is                                                                3 6 6       6 6 %  
S e x u a lity  k n o w n  b y  o th e r in c a rc e ra te d  p e o p le                              4 7 7       8 5 %  
S e x u a lly  a c tiv e  w h ile  in c a rc e ra te d  e v e r                                   3 2 2       6 5 %  
R o m a n tic  re la tio n sh ip  w h ile  in c a rc e ra te d  e v e r                          3 6 7       6 6 %  
P e rc e iv e d  d is c r im in a tio n  b y  s ta f f                                                3 7 4       6 7 %  
D isc ip lin e d  fo r c o n se n su a l s e x  e v e r                                           1 1 1       2 1 %  
D e n ie d  p ro g ra m  p a r tic ip a tio n  d u e  to  s e x u a lity  e v e r                        6 4         1 2 %   
S o lita ry  c o n f in e m e n t fo r p ro te c tio n  a n d  a g a in s t w ill e v e r              2 3 2        4 9 %   
B la c k  a n d  P in k  n e w sp a p e r re fu se d  b y  m a ilro o m  e v e r                     5 3        1 0 %
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implied by research and policy that suggests it is visibility as a sexual minority – either 
through identity or behavior – that predicts violent victimization of LGBTQ people in 
prison.  This variable allows a test of the first hypothesis, which is that people who report 
that other incarcerated people know their sexuality will have greater odds of violent 
victimization than those whose sexuality is not known. 
 The  third  model  adds  in  two  variables  measuring  interpersonal  relationships, 
consensual  sexual  activity,  and  a  romantic  relationship in prison, which are related to  
victimization  against  trans women  in  California (Jenness,  Sexton,  and  Sumner  2019).   
In  addition  to  being  predictors  of  violence  in  prison,  these  variables  are  important  
for  this  analysis  because  obfuscating  this  type  of  evidence  of  sexual  non-normativity  
is  many  times the purported justification for the deprivations against LGBTQ people 
examined in the fourth and fifth models (Borchert 2016).  Respondents were determined to 
be sexually active if they reported on the survey that they either had or had not discussed 
safe sex with their partner, and were considered not to be sexually active if they reported 
instead of one of these two options that they were not sexually active. Sixty-five percent of 
the gay and bisexual men responding to the survey reported that they had been sexually 
active in prison.  The second variable accounting for interpersonal  relationships  that  might  
be  related  to  violence  is  whether  or  not  a respondent had reported ever being in a 
romantic relationship while incarcerated. Sixty-six percent of gay and bisexual respondents 
reported that they had ever been in a romantic relationship while incarcerated. 
The fourth model tests the relationship between perceived discrimination by prison 
staff and violence  against  incarcerated  gay  and  bisexual  men.   Perceived  discrimination  
is perhaps itself indicative of deprivation,  broadly speaking,  but it is included prior to  
more  specific  deprivations  to  help  partial  out  the  effect  of  perceived  discrimination,  
broadly  speaking,  over  relationships  between  violence  and  more  specific deprivations 
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that are mentioned in the literature. Further, perceived discrimination by prison staff, even 
if not directly measurable through a specific deprivation, still relates to what 
Messerschmidt (2001, 2014) would suggest is the imposition of a certain  style  of  
engagement  with  hegemonic  masculinity  onto  the  general  prison population.  Sixty-
seven percent of respondents perceived that they had been discriminated against by prison 
staff at some point. 
The fifth model incorporates the key explanatory variables in this study, which 
describe specific deprivations imposed by staff on incarcerated gays and bisexuals. 
Preliminary analyses showed very low correlation among the four measures of staff-
imposed deprivation included in this analysis. Sixty-one percent of gay and bisexual men 
reported experience with at least one deprivation imposed by prison staff, meaning that 
they reported at least one of the following:  had  ever  been  disciplined  for  consensual  
sexual  activity  (21%  of  gay and bisexual respondents);  denied participation in a prison 
program due to their LGBTQ identity or behavior (12% of gay and bisexual respondents); 
had ever been placed  in  solitary  confinement  for  protection  against  their  own  will  
(49%  of  gay and bisexual respondents); and/or had been or had ever had an issue of the 
Black & Pink newspaper refused by the mailroom (10% of respondents).  
RESULTS 
Physical Violence by Other Incarcerated People 
Model 1 of Table 2 analyzes physical violence victimization by other incarcerated 
people as a function of respondent demographics.  Respondents incarcerated in the South, 
who are white, and who had a mental illness diagnosis all had significantly higher odds of 
physical assault by another incarcerated person compared to those incarcerated in non-
Southern regions, who are non-white, and who did not have a mental illness diagnosis.  
Each additional year of time served, and drug or alcohol use while incarcerated predict  
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increased odds of physical violence by other incarcerated people by three percent and forty-
five percent, respectively. 
Model 2 of Table 2 adds in a variable measuring whether a gay or bisexual respondent 
thought their sexuality was known by other incarcerated people. Those who reported that 
other people knew their sexuality had just over doubled odds of physical assault by another 
incarcerated person. 
Model 3 of Table 2 adds in two additional variables measuring the interpersonal 
contexts  of  respondents  that  have  been  shown  to  predict  violence  against  transgender  
women  in  men’s  prisons  (Jenness,  Sexton,  and  Sumner  2019). In Model 3 of Table 2, 
neither sexual activity or a romantic relationship predicted significantly different odds of 
physical violence victimization of gay and bisexual men,  but they did predict increased 
odds of physical violence victimization for gay and bisexual respondents to the Black & 
Pink sample. 
Model  4  of  Table  2  adds  a  variable  representing  perceived  discrimination  by 
prison staff in predictions of violence against gay and bisexual men in prison. Those who 
reported that they felt they had been discriminated against had odds of physical violence 
victimization by other incarcerated people two and a half times greater than for those who 
didn’t perceive any discrimination by prison staff. 
Model 5 of Table 2 adds four final variables to estimate the relationship between 
deprivations imposed by prison staff against gay and bisexual men with physical violence  
perpetrated  by  other  incarcerated  people.   Incarcerated  gay  and  bisexual men who had 
been denied program participation due to their sexuality had more than tripled odds of 
physical violence victimization compared to those who hadn’t been denied program 
participation due to their sexuality.  Those respondents who had  been  put  in  solitary  
confinement  for  protection,  and  against  their  will,  have odds of physical violence 
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victimization by other incarcerated people almost double those who weren’t subject to 
involuntary protective solitary confinement, and this difference was statistically 
significant. There were no statistically significant differences in physical violence 
victimization for those who experienced the remaining two  deprivations  compared  to  
those  who  didn’t.   Within  the  Black  &  Pink subsample of gay and bisexual men, 
however, there were very slightly higher odds of physical violence victimization for those 
who had been disciplined for consensual sexual activity, and for those who had an issue of 
the Black & Pink newspaper refused by the mailroom, compared to those who didn’t 
experience either of these two deprivations. Importantly, after controlling for perceived 
discrimination as well as more specific deprivations, having one’s sexuality known by 
other incarcerated people was no longer a statistically significant predictor of physical 
violence for gay and bisexual respondents. 
Sexual Violence by Other Incarcerated People 
Model 1 of Table 3 shows the relationship between sexual violence perpetrated by other 
incarcerated people against gay and bisexual men and the characteristics of respondents and 
the prisons in which they reside. Gay and bisexual men who were white had  significantly  
higher  odds  of  sexual  violence  victimization  by  other  incarcerated people compared to 
those who were non-white.  For each additional year of time served by a respondent, the 
odds of sexual violence victimization increase by about four percent. Respondents with 
mental illness diagnoses have nearly doubled odds of sexual violence victimization 
compared to those without mental illness diagnoses.  Those who identify their sexuality as 
gay, either alone or in combination with another sexual identity, have higher odds of sexual 
violence victimization, but this is only weakly significant at the ten percent significance 
level. 
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Model 2 in Table 3 adds in a variable for whether or not a respondent’s sexuality was 
known by other incarcerated people;  sexual identity,  presumed to be known by  other  
incarcerated  people,  is  generally  the  key  predictor  variable  in  analyses of violence 
against sexual minorities in prison.  Reporting that other incarcerated people knew one’s 
sexuality predicted odds more than doubled that a respondent self-reported sexual assault 
by another incarcerated person, compared to those who reported that their sexuality wasn’t 
known by others in prison. 
Model  3  in  Table  3  adds  two  additional  variables  representing  interpersonal 
relationships while incarcerated.  Neither being sexually active in prison, nor being in  a  
relationship  in  prison  were  associated with  significantly  higher  odds  of  sexual assault 
for gay and bisexual respondents, but within the Black & Pink sample, those who were 
sexually active and those who had been in a relationship while in prison had higher odds 
of self-reported sexual assault by another incarcerated person. 
Model 4 in Table 3 shows that those who had perceived discrimination by prison staff  
had  higher  odds  of  sexual  assault  by  another  person  by  about  fifty  percent compared  
to  those  who  didn’t  perceive  any  discrimination  by  prison  staff.   This coefficient  
was  only  weakly  significant  at  the  ten  percent  significance  level,  and thus should be 
interpreted with caution.  
Finally, Model 5 of Table 3 adds in variables to determine the relationship between 
specific deprivations used by prison staff against respondents and sexual violence 
victimization.  After accounting for the characteristics of incarcerated people, whether they 
were out about their sexuality, their interpersonal relationships, and staff discrimination 
broadly defined, three deprivations were associated with increased odds of sexual assault 
against a gay or bisexual respondent, perpetrated by another incarcerated  person.   
Respondents  who  had  ever  been  disciplined  for  consensual sexual activity had 
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significantly higher odds of sexual assault by another incarcerated person compared to 
those who hadn’t been disciplined for consensual sex, by about  two  and  a  half  times.   
Those  who  had  been  denied  program  participation due to their sexuality had doubled 
odds of sexual violence victimization compared to those who weren’t denied program 
participation due to their sexuality, but this result is only significant at the ten percent 
significance level. Finally, those who had experienced solitary confinement for protection 
and against their will had higher odds of sexual violence victimization than those who 
weren’t put in solitary confinement for protection and against their will.  Having the Black 
& Pink newspaper refused by the mailroom didn’t predict statistically significant 
differences in sexual violence  victimization,  but  within  the  Black  &  Pink  subsample  
of  gay  and  bisexual men, having an issue of the Black & Pink newspaper refused by the 
mailroom was associated with higher odds of sexual violence victimization.  After 
controlling for perceived discrimination and deprivations imposed by staff against gay and 
bisexual respondents, reporting that other incarcerated people knew a respondent’s 
sexuality did not predict differences in the odds of sexual violence victimization by other 
incarcerated people. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This  study  makes  a  contribution  to  the  literature  on  the  negative  consequences 
– often unintended and counter to stated institutional goals – of prison, especially for sexual  
minorities  who  are  particularly  vulnerable  in  heteronormative  prison  contexts (Mogul,  
Ritchie,  and Whitlock 2012;  Buist and Lenning 2016;  Sumner and Jenness 2014).  
Research has documented that one negative consequence of heteronormative  prisons  is  
that  LGBTQ  people  are  susceptible  to  drastically  higher rates of violence than their 
heterosexual and cisgender peers (Meyer, Flores, Stemple, Romero, Wilson, and Herman 
2017), but this study is one of the first to examine the contexts under which this violence 
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is likely to occur.  Specifically, this study aims to reconcile two distinct views about 
deprivations that are disproportionately applied to sexual minorities in prison.  Some 
scholars and activists suggest that enforcing deprivations against LGBTQ people is a social 
control mechanism that can be used to enforce and perpetuate inequality by sexuality in 
prison (Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Buist and Lenning 2016; McNamara 2014). 
The pragmatic explanation given by prison officials and staff for deprivations experienced 
by sexual minorities is that they are necessary to ensure safety within the prison due to the 
presumed  heteromasculinity,  homophobia,  and  transphobia  of  the  general  prison 
population (Sumner and Jenness 2014; McNamara 2014; Buist and Lenning 2016,97;104).  
To date, research hasn’t taken the next step in understanding differences in violent 
victimization among incarcerated gay and bisexual men by re-focusing attention from the 
identity characteristics of individual incarcerated people as predictors of violence to 
broader prison contexts, including the relationship between the deprivations employed by 
staff toward sexual minorities and violence against incarcerated gays and bisexuals. 
To address this gap, I apply theories of hierarchical masculinities (Connell 2005), to 
the study of prison violence, as proposed by Messerschmidt (2001, 2014), in line with 
Clemmer’s (1940) idea that prison structure was central to the formation of prison culture.  
Previous research on prison violence toward sexual minorities has been quick to point out 
that masculinity motivates much prison violence (Michalski 2017; Jewkes 2005), but has 
not conceptualized masculinities in the way that scholars of gender and crime do, which is 
multiple and hierarchical (Messerschmidt 2014). By thinking of masculinities as 
hierarchical, it becomes apparent that prison staff and prison officials are the select few 
within the prison who have the power to define prison masculinity.  Despite that 
incarcerated people themselves carry out some (though certainly not all) prison violence, 
understanding the prison context for  incarcerated queer  people,  which  is structured  by 
the  dominating prison officials and prison staff (Messerschmidt 2001; Messerschmidt 
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2014), as central to the treatment of incarcerated queer people helps to explain high rates 
of violence against incarcerated gay and bisexual people.  Understanding that queer people 
experience higher rates of violence in prison is important, but understanding the 
mechanisms through which this increased violence might occur will translate to tangible 
policy solutions. 
Absent  of  controls  for  deprivations  experienced  by  respondents,  having  a  gay 
or bisexual identity known by other incarcerated people predicted increased odds of 
physical violence victimization by other incarcerated people.  Respondents who reported 
that other incarcerated people knew their sexuality reported statistically significantly higher 
odds of both physical and sexual violence by other incarcerated people than those who 
reported that their sexuality was not known.  But after controlling for deprivations directed 
towards sexual minorities, having sexuality known by other incarcerated people became an 
insignificant predictor of violence against incarcerated gay and bisexual men. 
In  this  study,  I  found  that,  in  contrast  to  claims  that  deprivations  that  target 
sexual minorities would help to reduce violence against queer prisoners, the exact opposite  
relationship  appeared.   In  general,  subjection  to  deprivations  in  prison was associated 
with more violence against gay and bisexual men than was a lack of experience with such 
deprivations. Discrimination by prison staff, being put in solitary confinement for  
protection  and  against  one’s  will,  being  denied  program  participation  due  to one’s 
sexuality, and being disciplined for having consensual sex were all associated with 
statistically significantly higher odds of either physical or sexual violence, and in some 
cases, both. 
There are several limitations that cannot be overcome in this paper. It’s possible that 
the observed association between violence and deprivation is spurious, and that there’s 
something which makes both violence and staff-imposed deprivations in response to that 
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violence more likely. The relationship might also be endogenous, such that these 
deprivations are imposed on respondents by staff after an assault.  The cross-sectional data 
do not enable a firm rejection that, if  not  for  the  deprivations  experienced  by  a  
respondent,  they  would  experience even  more  violence.   Although it’s impossible with 
this data to say for sure that deprivations imposed on sexual minorities by prison staff cause 
increases in violence, causal claims by prison staff – that such deprivations prevent 
violence – are not supported by the cross-sectional quantitative data analyzed here. 
The  Black  &  Pink  National  LGBTQ  Prisoner  Survey  is  a  convenience  sample, 
and there are likely key differences between the Black & Pink respondents and the larger 
population of incarcerated gay and bisexual men.  Table 4 in the Appendix compares the 
differences between respondents to the Black & Pink National LGBTQ Prisoner Survey 
and respondents to the National Inmate Survey as reported in the secondary analysis by 
Meyer and colleagues (2017). Gay and bisexual respondents to  the  Black  &  Pink  
National  LGBTQ  Prisoner  Survey  are  similar  to  respondents to the National Inmate 
Survey in terms of race, age, and sexual assault by prison staff.   They  tend  to  experience  
much  more  sexual  assault  by  other  incarcerated people than does the national population 
of incarcerated gay and bisexuals (29% and 14%, respectively), and have more mental 
illness (66% and 29%, respectively), shorter  sentences  (40%  and  30%,  respectively,  
have  sentences  under  ten  years), and more experience with solitary confinement ever 
(83% and 73%, respectively). Possible explanations for these sample differences are that 
Black & Pink respondents might  be  interacting  with  advocacy  organizations  because  
they  have  been  more significantly victimized by the criminal justice system than non-
respondents, or that they might be more likely to read queer publications in prison,  care 
about queer issues, or be able to safely receive a queer abolitionist magazine, than those 
who did not respond.  
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Another limitation of this project is the limited diversity in the LGBTQ+ population 
that could be included in analyses. Incarcerated transgender people face additional barriers 
to gender-affirmative treatment, like access to hormones, gender- affirmative commissary 
items, mental health care, and gender-appropriate housing (Sumner and Jenness 2014; 
Mogul, Ritchie, and Whitlock 2012; Buist and Lenning 2016,  95-106).  Generally,  prisons 
adopt macro-level policies aimed at protecting trans women even when these differ from 
trans women’s own assessments of what will make them most safe (Smith 2015;  Buist and 
Lenning 2016;  Girshick 2015,229).  But, whether these practices are related to violence 
has yet to be tested in the way that this paper tests the relationship between deprivations 
directed toward gay and bisexual men in  prison and violence.   Preliminary  tests  and  
prior  research  (Sumner  and  Sexton  2016)  suggested  that  there  were  differences  
between  people  in  different  institutions  (e.g., men’s and women’s), as well as people 
with different genders in the same institutions (e.g., trans women and cisgender men in 
“men’s prisons”).  As a result, these groups  couldn’t  be  combined  to  obtain  a  larger  
sample,  and  the  only  subsample large enough to conduct these analyses, after accounting 
for missing data on key independent variables, was gay and bisexual men. 
Future research can build upon these limitations through longitudinal analyses of the 
experiences of incarcerated LGBTQ people that measure experiences of violence before 
and after experience with certain deprivations. Using large, nationally representative 
samples will help to test how the relationship between  sexuality-specific  deprivations  and  
violence  plays  out  for  other  members of the LGBTQ prison population that is more 
inclusive of women, trans, and non- binary people.  Future research might track policies at 
the prison-level that approximate the more individualized deprivations analyzed in this 
study.  
Finally, a deeper dive into some of the control variables used in this article is 
warranted. The findings in this project lead to new questions, for example about why mental 
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health was a consistently strong predictor of violent victimization. Is it that case that mental 
illness signals vulnerability to potential aggressors, or is it the case that mental illness is a 
consequence of violent victimization while in prison? The focus of this project was on the 
way that deprivations imposed by staff were related to violence perpetrated by other 
incarcerated people. However, future research could explore in more detail the variables 
related to sexual identity and behavior that were used as controls. In these models, there 
was a variable for whether or not one thought their sexuality was known by other 
incarcerated people, a variable for whether one was sexually active in prison, and a variable 
for whether one had ever been in a relationship while in prison. Since all three variables 
were only moderately correlated, they were all included to parse out the individual 
characteristics that might relate to victimization prior to estimating the relationship between 
staff-imposed deprivation and violence. Future research might explore potential differences 
in the relationships between identity and behavior for violence against incarcerated sexual 
minorities.   
Despite  these  limitations,  the  empirical  findings  suggest  that,  though  maybe 
inadvertently, deprivations that single out sexual minorities – and which have other 
negative consequences for LGBTQ people (see Buist and Lenning 2016 for an  overview) 
– are in many cases related to higher odds of victimization.  This study suggests that a 
visible gay and bisexual identity isn’t the sole contributor to violence against sexual 
minorities in prison, and that violence can’t be explained away with claims about 
homophobia in the general prison population.  The behavior of prison staff and prison 
officials, who  in  the  framework  of  hierarchical  masculinities  are  dominating  
masculinities and wield significant power in their ability to alter the structure of the prison,  
is also related to violence perpetrated against incarcerated gay and bisexual men by other 
incarcerated people. 




Comparison of the Black & Pink Subsample of Gay and Bisexual Men to a 
Nationally Representative Sample 
The  National  LGBTQ  Prisoner  Survey  data  set  is  not  representative  of  the  
incarcerated gay and bisexual population.  This table compares key variables from 
the current analysis with similar variables from the National Inmate Survey, as 
reported by Meyer et al. (2017). 
 
 
T able 4 : C om parison  o f B lack  &  P ink  gay  and b isexual subsam ple o f national 




B l a c k  &  P i n k                                                      N a t i o n a l  I n m a t e  S u r v e y  
 
 
S e x u a l  a s s a u l t  b y  i n c a r c e r a t e d  p e r s o n                   2 9 .3 5 %                                                                         1 4 .0 0 %  
W h i t e                                                                             4 8 .0 2 %                                                                         4 5 .1 0 %  
U n d e r  a g e  2 9                                                              2 3 .4 8 %                                                                        2 1 .5 0 %  
M e n t a l  i l l n e s s 1                                                       6 6 .0 6 %                                                            2 9 .3 %  
S e n t e n c e  1 0  y e a r s  o r  l e s s                                 4 0 .1 8 %                                                            2 9 .  5 0 %   
C o n s e n s u a l  s e x  e v e r                                         6 5 .1 8 %                                                           2 3 .7 0 %                                 
S o l i t a r y  c o n f i n e m e n t  e v e r 2                                 8 3 .0 3 %                                                           7 3 .2 0 %                                        
S e x u a l  a s s a u l t  b y  s t a f f                                        7 .1 7 &                                                            6 .1 0 %                          
 
           1 . B & P  su rv e y  a sk s  a b o u t m e n ta l i l ln e s s  d ia g n o s is , N IS  re p o r ts  “ p o o r m e n ta l h e a lth .”  
           2 . T h is  is  a n y  e x p e r ie n c e  o f so lita ry , ra th e r th a n  so lita ry  fo r p ro te c tio n ,  
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Variance Inflation Factors for Variables in the Regression Models 
The  variance  inflation  factors  for  all  models  are  very  close  to  1,  suggesting  that 





      T ab le 5 : V ariance  In fla tion  F acto rs fo r variab les in  reg ression  m odels 
 
 
1                          2          
P h y s i c a l  a s s a u l t      S e x u a l  a s s a u l t  
S o u t h e r n  i n c a r c e r a t i o n  r e g i o n                                                                1 .0 5 3                      1 .0 5 5  
 
 
A g e                                                                                                         1 .7 0 3                      1 .6 9 7  
 
 
W h i t e                                                                                                      1 .2 1 3                      1 .2 1 4  
 
 
G a y - i d e n t i f i e d                                                                                        1 .1 9 6                      1 .2 1 6  
 
 
M a x i m u m  a n d  s u p e r - m a x i m u m  s e c u r i t y                                                1 .1 5 9                      1 .1 6 5  
 
 
D r u g  o r  a l c o h o l  u s e  w h i l e  i n c a r c e r a t e d  e v e r                                          1 .1 1 5                      1 .1 1 8  
 
 
M e n t a l  i l l n e s s  d i a g n o s i s                                                                         1 .1 8 3                      1 .1 8 0  
 
   
T i m e  s e r v e d  ( y e a r s )                                                                                1 .7 7 9                      1 .7 6 8  
 
 
S e x u a l i t y  k n o w n  b y  o t h e r  i n c a r c e r a t e d  p e o p l e                                       1 .3 2 5                      1 .3 2 6  
 
 
S e x u a l l y  a c t i v e  w h i l e  i n c a r c e r a t e d  e v e r                                                 1 .5 9 4                      1 .5 8 0  
 
 
R o m a n t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w h i l e  i n c a r c e r a t e d  e v e r                                      1 .5 8 5                      1 .5 7 2  
 
 
P e r c e i v e d  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  b y  p r i s o n  s t a f f                                                1 .0 8 4                      1 .0 8 5  
 
 
D i s c i p l i n e d  f o r  c o n s e n s u a l  s e x  e v e r                                                       1 .1 7 8                      1 .1 7 8  
 
 
D e n i e d  p r o g r a m  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  d u e  t o  s e x u a l i t y  e v e r                              1 .0 8 7                       1 .0 8 8  
 
 
S o l i t a r y  c o n f i n e m e n t  f o r  p r o t e c t i o n  a n d  a g a i n s t  w i l l  e v e r                     1 .0 6 5                       1 .0 6 8  
  
 
B l a c k  &  P i n k  n e w s p a p e r  r e f u s e d  b y  t h e  m a i l r o o m  e v e r                        1 .0 7 1                       1 .0 6 9  
 




Mn   – 
30 
Reversed Models 
In the main paper, I added in the key independent variables that were new to this study 
after controlling for the pathways to violence more accepted in the literature. Here,  I  build  
my  models  in  reverse,  starting  with  the  key  independent  variables (deprivations and 
discrimination by staff), and then adding in more conventionally recognized drivers of 
violence.  The results suggest that discrimination by staff  explains  some,  but  not  all,  of  
the  increased  odds  of  violence  resulting  from denial of program participation. After 
adding in controls for relationships in prison, respondent demographics and prison 
characteristics, the relationship between the odds of violence and denial  of  program  
participation  due  to  sexuality  are  actually  higher  than in  the  model  without  controls.   
In  contrast,  the  relationship between solitary  confinement for protection and violence 
perpetrated by other incarcerated people continually decreases from odds of 2.4 with no 
controls, to a still-statistically significant 1.9 after all controls had been added. 
In  the  set  of  reversed  models  predicting  sexual  assault,  discipline  for  consensual 
sex consistently was consistently related to higher odds of sexual assault by other 
incarcerated people. Denial of program participation due to sexuality starts with  
statistically significant odds of sexual assault 2.3 times greater than for those who hadn’t 
been denied program participation and remains this way until demographic and prison 
characteristics are controlled, at which point the odds decrease to a marginally significant  
1.9.   Ever  being  in  solitary  confinement  for  protection  against  one’s  will was 
consistently related to odds of sexual assault by other incarcerated people around 1.8 times 
greater than for respondents who had never been put in solitary confinement for protection 
and against their will. 
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